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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 12/8/04 have been fiilly considered but they are not 
persuasive. The applicant argues on pages 20-23 of the response that Ehreth in view of 
Schultheiss does not teach a single unitary device as amended. The examiner respectfully 
disagrees with this assertion. The appUcant argues on page 23 of the response, "Specifically, 
Ehreth fails to teach a residential. . . (or remote site)". While it is true Ehreth uses unit 50, the 
examiner used Schultheiss as a teaching to meet the limitation. The applicant further argues on 
pages 23-24 that Schultheiss does not disclose a plurality of remote controls each associated with 
multiple televisions. The examiner points out that the Ehreth reference has already taught that 
limitation. The appUcant argues on pages 24-25 of the response that the references in 
combination are not operably combinable. In response to applicant's arguments against the 
references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually 
where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 
208 USPQ 871 (CCPA \9U)\ In reMerck iScCo,, 800 F.2d 1091,231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir, 
1986). Moreover, Schultheiss discloses it is costly to provide additional services with add on 
units such as descramblers (gateway), receivers (gateway), thus requiring memory and 
computing power added (column 1, lines 30-40); the residential gateway descrambles and is also 
a receiver, thus, it is benefitial to ehminate multiple units 50 (Ehreth) in order to reduce costs by 
eliminating some add on units as taught by Schultheiss. 
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The applicant argues on pages 25-41 of the response that the remaining claims should be 
allowable for the reasons previously stated. The examiner respectfully disagrees with this 
assertion for the same reasons set forth above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1-4,6, 10, 11, 13, 15, 31-39, 42, 43, 45, 47, 71, 73-75, 77 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth (US Patent # 6,286,142) in view of Schultheiss 

(US Patent #6,208,384). 

Regarding claim 1, Ehreth discloses in a residential environment 102 capable of having a 

plurality of televisions 100 beatable in at least two separate locations, a method of decoding and 

distributing video signals from a residential gateway 30 (column 3, lines 10-50), the method 

comprising: 

Ehreth discloses receiving at least one channel select command from at least one remote 
control device 70 (column 3, line 65-column 4, line 23) associated with a respective at least one 
television 100 (figure 1) of the plurality of televisions, wherein the at least one channel select 
command is received at a receiver within the residential gateway 30, wherein the residential 
gateway for receives channel select commands from a plurality of remote control devices 70 
respectively associated with the plurality of televisions 100. 
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Ehreth discloses receiving a video signal from a telecommunication network 40 in 
response to the received at least one channel select command (column 3, lines 10-33; figure 1). 

Ehreth discloses constructing, from the video signal, at least one series of video packets 
(MPEG) corresponding to the at least one channel select command (column 3, lines 27-34). 

Ehreth discloses transporting the at least one series of video packets to at least one video 
decoder 32 (column 3, lines 27-34). 

Ehreth discloses decoding the at least one series of video packets to produce at least one 
television signal, the decoding performed by the at least one video decoder 32 (encoded video to 
analog: column 3, lines 27-34). 

Ehreth discloses transmitting the at least one television signal to the at least one television 
100 (column 3, lines 40-50). 

Ehreth fails to disclose the gateway being unitary and directly receiving. Schultheiss 
discloses the residential gateway 12 receives cable, Internet, or satellite signals (column 7, line 
63-column 8, line 2). Schultheiss discloses the process of selecting television channels (column 

6, lines 4-40). Schultheiss discloses the personal computer may control the tuning and other the 
functions according to the second embodiment (column 6, lines 63-67). Schultheiss discloses the 
second embodiment may be used for figure 2 to select channels using the remote control (column 

7, lines 35-50). Schultheiss discloses the unitary residential gateway 12 directly receives 
commands from the remote control 50' and the residential gateway 12 transmits the commands 
and the video signals to the television (column 8, lines 3-16; figure 4). Schultheiss discloses it is 
costly to provide additional services with add on units such as descramblers (gateways), 
receivers (gateways), thus requiring memory and computing power added (column 1, lines 30- 
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40). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Ehreth to have a 
unitary residential gateway that directly receives channel change commands directly as taught by 
Schultheiss in order to provide additional services without requiring costly add on units to be 
added. 

Regarding claims 2-4, as disclosed in claim 1 rejections, Ehreth discloses digital video 
signals, analog television signal, and MPEG packets (column 3, lines 10-34). 

Regarding claim 6, Schultheiss discloses a UHF remote sending UHF signals to a UHF 
receiver (column 7, lines 4-17). 

Regarding claim 10, as disclosed in claim 1 rejections, the encoded MPEG signal is 
decoded and converted into analog; the MPEG decoder reads on a main video decoder 32. 

Regarding claim 1 1, as disclosed in claim 1 rejection, Ehreth discloses a decoder 32. 
Ehreth fails to disclose an insertable decoder. The examiner takes Official notice that insertable 
cartridges are notoriously well known in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Ehreth in view of Schultheiss to 
make the decoder insertable in order to provide mobility to the decoder by being able to 
interchange the decoder in multiple gateways in different locations. 

Regarding claim 13, the combination of Ehreth and Schultheiss discloses the television 
signal produced by the main video decoder 32 (Ehreth) is transmitted to a television that is 
located in close proximity to the residential gateway 12 (Infrared control, Schultheiss: column 7, 
lines 18-30). 

Regarding claim 15, Ehreth and Schultheiss combined discloses decoding video packets 
associated with a channel select command (Ehreth: column 3, lines 10-34) from a television 
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located in close proximity (Schultheiss: column 7, lines 18-30) to the residential gateway 12 
(Schultheiss) into a television signal having a first format (Ehreth: multiple TV's, thus users 
request different programming (formats)). 

Ehreth and Schultheiss combined discloses decoding video packets associated with 
channel select commands from televisions remotely located from the residential gateway into 
television signals having a second format different from the first format (Ehreth: column 3, lines 
10-34; figure 1; multiple TV's, thus users request different programming (formats)). 

Regarding claim 31, the limitations in claim 31 have been met in claim 1 rejection. 

Regarding claim 32, the limitations in claim 32 have been met in claim 12 rejection, 
Ehreth discloses a network connecting a communication controller 30 (residential gateway) to a 
television (figure 1). Ehreth fails to disclose the network being wired cable. The examiner takes 
Official Notice that wired networks and/or sending S-video via cable to televisions is notoriously 
well known in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Ehreth to have cable in order to insulate transmitted signals 
without interference from signals in the air. 

Regarding claim 33, Ehreth and Schultheiss combined discloses the selecting a television 
channel includes selecting a television channel for remotely located televisions by programming 
associated wireless remote control devices 70 (Ehreth: column 3, line 35-column 4, line 23), the 
associated wireless remote control devices 70 transmitting the channel select command as 
wireless signals to the residential gateway, the wireless signals being received by a wireless 
receiver within the residential gateway (Schultheiss: column 8, hnes 17-28). 

Regarding claim 34, the limitations in claim 34 have been met in claim 6 rejection. 
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Regarding claim 35, Ehreth discloses the selecting a television for remotely located 
televisions by programming associated remote control devices 70 to transmit the channel select 
commands to the remotely located televisions 100, the remotely located televisions 100 (column 
3, lines 2-3) transmitting the channel select commands to the residential gateway (column 3, line 
65-column 4, line 23). 

Regarding claim 36, Ehreth discloses infrared remote control devices 70 (column 4, lines 

5-12). 

Regarding claim 37, Ehreth discloses connecting remotely located televisions 100 to 
associated receivers 50 located close in proximity to the remotely located televisions 100 and 
connected the associated receivers 50 to the residential gateway 30 (colunrn 3, lines 35-64; figure 
!)• 

Regarding claim 38, Ehreth discloses selecting a television channel for the remotely 
located televisions by programming associated remote control devices 70, the associated remote 
control devices 70 transmitting the channel select commands to the associated receivers 50, the 
associated receivers 50 transmitting the channel select corhmands to the residential gateway 30 
(column 3, line 51-column 4, line 23). 

Regai ding claim 39, Ehreth discloses the associated remote control devices 70 are 
infrared remote control devices and the associated receivers 50 are infrared receivers (column 3, 
line 51-column 4, line 23). 

Regarding claim 42, the Hmitations in claim 42 have been met in claim 10 rejection. 

Regarding claim 43, the limitations in claim 43 have been met in claim 1 1 rejection. 

Regarding claim 45, the Hmitations in claim 45 have been met in claim 13 rejection. 
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Regarding claim 47, the limitations in claim 47 have been met in claim 15 rejection. 
Regarding claim 71, the hmitations in claim 71 have been met in claim 1 rejection. 

Ehreth discloses the additional limitations of network interface module 32 and televisions 100 

remotely beatable from the residential gateway (figure 1). Schultheiss discloses the television 

40 located in close proximity to the residential gateway 12 (figure 4). 

Regarding claim 73, Schultheiss has met the limitation for directly receiving a wireless 

remote control command and Ehreth has met the limitation on second television in claim 1 

rejection. 

Regarding claims 74-75, as disclosed in claim 1 rejection, Ehreth discloses a main MPEG 
processor 32 that constructs MPEG streams from the received video signals format (column 3, 
lines 10-34) and the main MPEG processor 32 is capable of simultaneously decoding several 
MPEG streams corresponding to several channels (there are multiple viewers that can watch 
different programs). 

Regarding claim 77, the limitations in claim 77 have been met in claim 15 rejection, the 
different formats in claim 15 are for different televisions. 

2. Claims 7, 8, 40, 41, 67, 69, 72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ehreth in view of Schultheiss in further view of Hamlin (US Patent # 5,574,964). 

Regaiding claims 7-8, Ehreth discloses the remote selector 70 may be used in any other 
suitable signal transmission media for entering user input information (column 4, lines 5-12) and 
as disclosed in claim 1 rejections, Schultheiss discloses the residential gateway 12 directly 
receiving the remote control commands. However, neither Ehreth nor Schultheiss discloses a 
wireless receiver in the residential gateway receiving infrared signals from a remote control. 
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Hamlin discloses the residential gateway 38 (column 5, lines 17-21). Hamlin discloses the 
receiving unit 46 is a TV in the same room as the residential gateway 38 (column 4, lines 27-33; 
figure 1). Hamlin discloses a remote controller sends electromagnetic signals such as infi'ared 
signals to a transceiver (receiver) connected to the residential gateway 38 (column 6, lines 8-17); 
the signal is directly sent to the transceiver, which is part of the gateway. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Ehreth in 
view of Schultheiss to have the residential gateway have a wireless receiver receiving 
electromagnetic signals such as infrared signals or radio signals from a remote control as taught 
by Hamlin in order to provide versatility, mobility while communicating with the gateway. 

Regarding claims 40-41, the limitations in claims 40-41 have been met in claims 7-8 
rejections. 

Regarding claim 67, the limitations in claim 67 have been covered in claims 1, 7, and 8 
rejections. Schultheiss has met the limitation on without passing through an active device has 
been met in claim 16 rejection. 

Regarding claim 69, the limitation in claim 69 have been met in claims 7-8 rejections. 

Regarding claim 72, the hmitations in claim 72 have been met in claims 7-8 rejections. 
3. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in view of 
Schultheiss in further view of Martin (US Patent # 5,500,691). 

Regarding claim 9, as disclosed in claim 1 rejection, Ehreth and Schultheiss combined 
discloses the remote and local televisions and channel select commands corresponding to each 
television. As disclosed in claim 1 rejection, Schultheiss discloses the residential gateway 12 
receiving signals fi'om the remote controls. Neither Ehreth nor Schultheiss discloses two 
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different types of receivers within the residential gateway. Martin discloses the satellite receiver 
12 (residential gateway) receives infrared signals from RF/IR remote unit 16 and can receive RF 
signal via RF antenna 20 (column 3, lines 4-15, figure 1); the user can communicate remotely 
with the satellite receiver (residential gateway) directly (incorporated hereinafter in 
coiresponding claims) via IR/RF, the user can communicate in proximity via RF or IR. It v/ould 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Ehreth in view of Schultheiss to have two types of receivers as taught by Martin in order 
to give the user more versatility on the type of communication to use. Additionally, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Ehreth in view of Schultheiss to have two types of receivers as taught by Martin in order 
to give the user more mobility for the user to communicate from nearby or remote. Furthermore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify Ehreth in view of Hamlin to have two types of receivers as taught by Martin in order 
to give the user a more robust system in the scenario of one receiver breaks down, the other will 
work. 

4. Claims 12, 44, 68, 78 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ehreth in view of Schultheiss in further view of White (US Patent # 5,596,373). 

Regarding claim 12, as disclosed in claim 1 rejection, Ehreth discloses an MPEG signal is 
converted into an analog signal Neither Ehreth nor Schultheiss discloses S-video. White 
discloses the decoded MPEG signal is an S video signal (column 4, lines 4-14). It would have 
been obvious to one of skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Ehreth in 
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view of Schultheiss produce a television signal having an S video format as taught by White in 
order to produce better picture quality. 

Regarding claim 44, the Hmitations in claim 44 have been met in claim 12 rejection. As 
disclosed in claim 1 rejection, there are a series of ATM cells in MPEG format (packets). 

Regarding claim 68, the limitations in claim 68 have been met in claim 12 rejection. 

Regarding claim 78, the limitations in claim 78 have been met in claim 12 rejection. 

5. Claims 14, 46 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in 
view of Schultheiss in further view of Bindlish (US Patent # 5,608,864). 

Regarding claim 14, as disclosed in claim 1 rejection, Ehreth discloses a MPEG decoder. 
Neither Ehreth nor Schultheiss discloses decoding with three separate channels. Bindlish 
discloses the composite video signal is decoded by MPEG decoder into a YUV signal (three 
separate channels) (column 3, lines 48-50). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the ait at the time the invention was made to modify Ehreth in view of Schultheiss to have the 
MPEG decoder decode the composite video signal into a YUV signal as taught by Bindlish in 
order to produce better picture quality, which produce component signals (3 separate channels). 

Regarding claim 46, the limitations in claim 46 have been met in claim 14 rejection. 

6. Claims 16-23, 25, 26, 30, 48, 50-52, 57, 58, 60, 62-66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in view of Schultheiss in further view of Nguyen (US 
Patent # 5,515,511). 

Regarding claims 16, 19, and 25, the limitations in claim 16 have been met in claim 1 
rejection. As disclosed in claim 1 rejections, Ehreth discloses MPEG signals are converted into 
analog signals, which meets the limitation on a main MPEG video decoder 32. Ehreth discloses 
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a network interface module 32 that receives video signals from a telecommunications network 
(column 3, lines 1 1-34). Neither Ehreth nor Schultheiss discloses a plurality of processors, 
Nguyen discloses a residential gateway (C box) provides conversion of digital to analog with 
(column 5, lines 34-53). Nguyen discloses a plurality of decompression and analog network, 
adapters 111-114 (processors or decoders) that transmits compressed digital streams and 
converts the stream into analog and sends to a user (column 3, lines 38-59). Nguyen discloses 
advantages in overcoming prior art include being able to support more end users (column 1 , lines 
1 8-39). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Ehreth in view of Schultheiss to have a plurality of processors for decoding 
as taught by Nguyen in order to distribute the load of decoding among multiple decoders in order 
to provide video to multiple users. 

Regarding claim 17, the limitations in claim 17 have been met in claim 2 rejection. 

Regaiding claim 18, the limitations in claim 18 have been met in claim 3 rejection. 

Regarding claim 20, the limitations in claim 20 have been met in claim 33 rejection. 

Regarding claim 21, the limitations in claim 21 have been met in claim 6 rejection by 
Schultheiss. 

Regarding claims 22-23, the limitations in claims 22-23 have been met in claims 7-8 
rejections. 

Regarding claim 26, the limitations in claim 26 have been met in claim 1 1 rejection. 
Regarding claim 30, the limitations in claim 30 have been met in claims 1 1 and 15 
rejections. 
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Regarding claim 48, the limitations in claim 48 have been met in claims 1 and 16 
rejection. 

Regarding claim 50, the limitations in claim 50 have been met in claim 1 rejection. 
Regarding claim 51, the limitations in claim 51 have been met in claim 6 rejection by 
Schultheiss. 

Regarding claim 52, the limitations in claim 52 have been met in claim 35 rejection. 

Regarding claim 57, the Hmitations in claim 57 have been met in claim 10 rejection. 

Regarding claim 58, the limitations in claim 58 have been met in claim 26 rejection. 

Regarding claim 60, as disclosed in claims 1,10 rejections, the television standing 
outside of remote site 104 reads on close in proximity, the main video decoder is disclosed in 
claim 10 rejection. 

Regarding claim 62, the limitations in claim 62 have been met in claim 30 rejection. 
Regarding claim 63, Schultheiss discloses a UHF transceiver 24 (remote control module) 
(figure 4). 

Regarding claim 64-65, Ehreth discloses converting digital to analog of video signals as 
disclosed in claim 1 rejection. Ehreth fails to disclose the received signals being voice and data. 
The examiner takes Official Notice that conversion of voice to telephony and data to computer is 
notoriously well known in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Ehreth to have the signals converted be voice and 
data in order to provide analog signals to the devices. 

Regarding claim 66, as disclosed in claim 1 rejection, data is sent downstream from 
broadband network 40 to the communication controller 30 (residential gateway) the user uses a 
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remote to select programming and the requests are sent upstream and the upstream signaling 
receiver receives the appropriate programming (figure 1), the communication controller 30 
(residential gateway) performs the function of a DAVIC module connected to the network and 
transmitting the signal to the TVs. 

7. Claims 24, 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in 
view of Schuhheiss in further view of Nguyen in further view of Martin. 

Regarding claim 24, the limitations in claim 24 have been met in claim 9 rejection. The 
motivation is the same for this rejection as the corresponding claim rejection. 

Regarding claim 56, the limitations in claim 56 have been met in claim 9 rejection. The 
motivation is the same for this rejection as the corresponding claim rejection. 

8. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in view of 
Schultheiss in further view of Nguyen in further view of White. 

Regarding claim 27, the limitations in claim 27 have been met in claim 12 rejection. 

9. Claim 29, 61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in 
view of Schultheiss in view of Nguyen in further view of Bindlish. 

Regarding claim 29, the limitations in claim 29 have been met in claim 14 rejection. 
Regarding claim 61, the limitations in claim 61 have been met in claim 29 rejection. 

10. Claim 49 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in view of 
Schultheiss in further view of White. 

Regarding claim 49, the Umitations in claim 49 have been met in claim 32 rejection. 

1 1 . Claims 53-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in 
view of Schultheiss in further view of Nguyen in further view of Hamlin. 
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Regarding claim 53, the limitations in claim 53 have been met in claim 7 rejection. 
Regai'ding claim 54, the limitations in claim 54 have been met in claim 8 rejection. 
Regarding claim 55, the limitations in claims 7-8 rejections. 

12. Claim 59 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in view of 
Hamlin in further view of Nguyen in further view of White. 

Regai'ding claim 59, the limitations in claim 59 have been met in claim 44 rejection. 

13. Claim 70 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in view of 
Schultheiss in further view of Nguyen in further view of White. 

Regarding claim 70, as disclosed in claim 1 rejection, Ehreth discloses decoding the 
MPEG signal and producing an analog signal; Nguyen has met the limitation on a processor and 
a module (plurality of decoders) has been met in claim 16 rejection. The limitation on S video 
has been met in claim 12 rejection. 

1 4. Claim 76 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in view of 
Schultheiss in further view of Decker (US Patent # 6,167,443). 

Regarding claim 76, Ehreth discloses modulator 34 for modulating the television signals 
(figure 1 and column 3, lines 40-50). Neither Ehreth nor Schultheiss discloses a plurality of 
modulators. Decker discloses an entertainment and information system (residential gateway) 
that is installed in a hotel with a number of rooms and TVs (column 4, Hnes 45-53). Decker 
discloses modulators 135 (figure 2, column 4, lines 54-67 and column 5, lines 1-5). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Ehreth in view of Schultheiss to have a plurality of modulators as taught by Decker in 
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order to create a more efficient system by distributing the work load amongst a plurality of 
modulators. 

1 5. Claim 79-82, 85 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in 
view of Schultheiss in further view of Hamlin in further view of White. 

Regarding claim 79, the limitations in claim 79 have been met in claim 1 rejection. 
Additionally, the limitation for close in proximity and remotely located have been met in claim 1 
rejection. The network interface module has been met by Ehreth in claim 16 rejection. The 
limitation for S video has been met in claim 12 rejection. The limitation for optical receiver has 
been met in claim 7-8 rejection. 

Regarding claim 80, the limitations in claim 80 have been met in claim 73 rejection. 

Regarding claims 81-82, Ehreth has met the hmitations in claims 81-82 in claim 74-75 
rejections. 

Regarding claim 85, the limitations in claim 85 have been met in claim 1 1 rejection. 

1 6. Claim 83 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in view of 
Schultheiss in further view of Hamlin in further view of White in further view of Decker. 

Regarding claim 83, the limitations in claim 83 have been met in claim 76 rejection. 

1 7. Claim 84 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehreth in view of 
Schultheiss in further view of Hamlin in further view of White in further view of Nguyen. 

Regarding claim 84, as disclosed in claim 48 rejection, Nguyen discloses a plurality of 
decoders (modules). Ehreth discloses remotely located televisions in claim 1 rejections and 
MPEG in claim 19 rejection. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi'om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
N40NTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason J. Chung whose telephone number is (703) 305-7362. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 7:30AM-5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Grant can be reached on (703) 305-4755. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct-uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



JJC 
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